
Costs of the CALFED storage and conveyance options are currently not available. Therefore, these~
costs have not been considered in terms of their effects on net benefits, nor have they been
considered in terms of their effects on retail water prices or demand.

~ C0~t information is important in evaluating environmental consequences because potential ]
impac{~ ~n population, economic growth, and employment depend on the net benefit, not the gross[ff~b.~
benefit, of the alternatives. If the costs of CALFED supplies were substantially less than other supply .~_.,~-~�~
options, the CALFED alternatives could have small positive effects on economic growth. If the costs~4~_~
of CALFED supplies were much more than other options, increased retail water costs couldhavel , ff
small negative effects on economic growth and employment. Currently, it is believed that the costs~
of CALFED options will be similar to the costs of other supplies avoided. Therefore, no significantl~
effects on economic growth, population, or employment, and no significant effects on the related)
natural and physical environment are anticipated.        [3::~-~ ,,~.~"~ f -

Impacts on water quality are analyzed only for total dissolved/lids (TDS). n~s draft,
are analyzed,~d~for Alternatives 1A, 1 B, 1 C, 2A, 2B, 2D, 2E6.nd 3E~and a.~y ~%r t.kc zervlcc arez~~,

-,----- r ....... r, ........ ,~,~ x~,ton ~!vcu.O~ ux~ O~tt~ water rroject, rutmc ,u,,,.r ........~

The anaI-y’gis a~6fily for~ffe~eNz~s in the’~[flali~of Delta source water caused49y.differences
:onfigura economic analysis ~l~l~~a ~-c.4 ae~i",
blending Delta water deliveries with

~ Di~ in of source water caused by differences in export and storage amounts
and in tin are not considered. " ...... ........... ~

,_~~j’~R~e.s2~so.zs.,u~gog~~.f_o...r__C,C,.,.W~..___w.)!! _b._e_,i_.m__pr~o, ved by all variations .... ot~____~ _.._*
!"kltK;lllat.lYK; L, ~;A~K,I../t !"~.ltl~lllatl¥~; ~&.~, ~i"klt~,lllO..LlYk,, ~,%, YYO.,~ llk/t OA.IalffLK, KI.,]

" " ar t    "                "    " ¯ "¯ .o on .... s
Results roy ~,,~ioi;~i~ ~’-’~:’~i!:::"~" ’~ :; ~Z~_ ~4-an suggest mat. .~trrce water quality, kcill be~ffnproved
by all variations of Altoe~ative 2~,d-c~-t,~-~t A~~---~’,,~) and~"y Alternative 3E: Alterna~i~e 2C and

i~-7,-~Tkz ct~er ".’~_qzti~~. :~ ~: SS::~fi ;,~2 were ::’_};:_~_’-5:z,zd. ~ The Souh~ ’Coas{Region ~
obtains improved water quality for end user@ecause of significantly increased Delta water supplies
in Alternative 1C, 2B, 2E, and all of Alte~ative 3 except for Alternative 3A a~d 38. Econonaic-"

so’-~ce~v-" tar. shauld.~ ccononfi,~ily~~nt-in-.a4 ~n.-aivca~imkd-~~~
e’ a re q.j

limited information available at this time, the economic consequences impacts of all
con~on 5re programs "watee ~6’ ~eieii6y, wa{~:~{iality;i{~ee ~~{e~’:~in{6g~, ecosystem
restoration and water transfers -- related to economics are not believed to be significant for any

 , ironm ,t   ,o mitigation is

~ M&I Water Supply EcOfiomics
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Alt 1
~

Alt 2 Alternatives
No

Region Action la lb lc 2a~     2b 2d 2e 3aI 3b ~su%e~iv                       3h      3i
Delta(CCWD) Supply A Supply Supply Supply Suppl~i Supply, Supply Supply Supply

Sacr.ento Supply S~p~y supply Supply bupv,y

S~ Joaqu~ Supply f ] S~pply S~ppIy Supply

Other S~ Supply iW Supply Quali~ Supply Supply
Se~ice Areas

~5~
(15) ~d (15) ~d

~ (24) ~d~ quali~ quaH~ ~ quali~ I
NOTES:

~y ~ en~ me~s that a signific~t effect h~ been identified. Supply = Water supply benefit, Cost = Water supply cost, Quali~ = Water
quali~ benefit. The numeric entw ~er supply is the percent reduction in total drought costs. The lack of a symbol does not me~ that the alternative
will not have ~ impact. Rather, it me~s that no decision h~ been reached, or info~ation is not available.

Table 1. Significant Impacts by Region and Source, M&I Water Supply

CALFED Bay-Delta Program M&I Water Supply Economics
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report 3 August 1997



therefore, a comprehensive analysis of costs 1 A, 1 C, , and 3E. Altemative 1A
and benefits is not possible, salinity is believed to be representative for

Alternative 1B, and Alternative 2B salinity
Water quality of Delta water exports fcrr-ttse      is believed to be representative for Alterna-

k in Meti-opolitaii is strongly affected by the ,:~.~:_: .....,,_ ~-_ __
\configuration of Delta conveyance and

tive 2A. . ........ ^ 1,--,,,,÷;,,~

\export facilities. Also, ~ --- ~,,-~_~_ _~.’-’~:2".~""~
........... :-’^ fG7

~ ~ can be improved ~th more ~. All of these results ~e based on

Delta water supplies because Delta water is
D~SIM Run 472B hydrology, so mon~ly
data on S~ expo~s ~der R~ 472B

blendedwith other, salinemor~
~"--~lies. hydrology at B~s P~ping Pl~t were

~s tec~ical repo~ ~ includ~n obtained. Mon~ly salinities were multiplied
economic ~alysis of salini~ d~ages in by monthly expo~s, ~d the products were
~ delta expo~ wate~r users~ s~ed ~d divided by total delive~ over

~ se~ice ~eas for some CALFED the period to obtain flow-weighted saliniW.
alternatives. The scope 0fthis ~alysis ~ll Results ~-c the ~uth Coast Reg~on ~e
include se~ice are~ in which salini~ of provided in Table 2 below.
d~l~ expo~ water could have economically

In total, ~alys~s ~s possible for Al~-na-~p0~~t effects, tires 1A, 1B, 1C, 2A, 2B, 2D, 2E,’~d 3E.
~’" ~ ~ ¯ ......’ .........~ .... -~ .....¯ ~-’-- Because deliveries ~d salinities for

Alte~atives 1A and 1B ~e identical,~

.water quali~ ~alysis must ~alyses ~e possible.
qu~iW ~d qu~tiW. D~SIM Run 4] The saliniW data accost only for
provide~deliveries for the differences in sali~ ca~ed by the different
C~FED No Action condition. To obtain geomet~ of Delta convey~ce ~d intake
deliveries for the other alternatives, the config~ations. Since the saliniW data ~e all
differences in total average delive~ between estimated from Run 472B hydrolo~, they
Run 472 ~d the alternatives ~s were do not account for ~y differences caused by
calculated, ~d these differences were different expo~ ~ounts or storage
allocated to water users according to their configurations, or the timing of expo~s or
shoe of CVP contacts plus S~ storage releases. Therefore, economic results
entitlements. By ,,,~ ,~.,~,~, ~ accost for only p~ of the impacts of the
~.~pI~ the SouthCoast Region alternatives on salini~ ~d sali~ d~ages.
receives 60 percent of ~y incremental M&I Unfo~ately, it is not ~o~ whether
water yield, or about 20 percent of all salini~ d~ages would be more or less if
CALFED yield, that results from the storage ~d expoa ~o~ts ~d timing were
CALFED alternatives. This yield increment
is added to the No Action ~

accounted for.

~S,~ C0,~].~¢gion delive~ from Water quali~ costs of these c~es"
D~SIM Run 472. Result~e provided in ~water supply ~d its salini~ ~
Table 2 below. ~t~¢~ estimated using ~ economic model of

D~ provided estimates of end-of-mont~
salini~ costs. The model is based on
e~lier model of salini~ d~ages for the

sali~ at Cli~on Co~ Forebay ~the entire lower Colorado ~ver b~in ~water ye~s 1976 to 1991 for Altem~ives
discussed in Estimating Economic lmpacts

!
C~FED Bay-Del~ Progr~ [ M&I Water Supply Economics

Dr~ Environmental Impacts TechnicN Repo~ ~ ~7~0 £~ ~ ~ ~~
August 1997
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of Salinity of the Colorado River (Milliken
Chapman Research Group, 1998).

~3.3 Water Conservation

M&I providers are affected by the water
conservation actions of others. They may
finance other’s water conservation actions,
and others may participate in M&I water
conservation in many ways. The CALFED
Bay-Delta Program Water Use Efficiency
Input Report 5-1 provides general and
specific state-wide assumptions, estimates of
urban water use, and preliminary estimates
of existing and future urban water
conservation efforts with and without the

CALFED Bay-Delta Program M&I Water Supply Economics
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report 8 August 1997
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DWRSIM SCR Clifton

Alternative Run # Delivery, Court TDS’
No Action 472 1,597 269.02 ~--
1A, 1B 472 1,597 269.02 (~
1C 510 1,707 281.43 ~--- -
2A 472B 1,632 180.55 ~2.
2B 510 1,707 180.55 ~__
-2e 4-TzaB "t763-2 None availabl~,
2D 498 1,661 181.86
2E 510 1,707 177.75
3A,-’3e 475 1,650
3B,---3-D 500 1,727

3~:H through 3I 500 1,727 None available

NOTE:

SCR = the.South Coast Region

a All TDS estimates assume DWRSIM Run 472B hydrology.

Table 2 South Coast Region Delivery and Salinity Estimates Used for Salinity Damages
Analysis               J~

CALFED water conservation conan~on The assessment of M&I water conservation
program on a regional basis. Costs of these economics is qualitative because
measures are forthcoming, quantitative information on the costs of

water conservation is not available. Future
Water conservation benefits are primarily impact analysis will consider quantitative
water cost savings that depend on supply information on these variables. Costs will be
levels, and economic savings may also provided, and techniques will be developed
include end-user energy cost and wastewater to estimate benefits associated with water
treatment cost savings. Conservation costs conservation.
include program costs and end-user costs.
Utilities pay the program costs of conserva- ’ 3.4 Relationships with M&I Land Use
tion programs. End-users pay some addition-

This technical report is not concerned withal costs for compliance with mandatory and
M&I land use as it may be directly affectedvoluntary provisions (e.g., costs of water-

saving devices, time, and inconvenience), by the alternatives (e.g., if habitat restoration

CALFED Bay-Delta Program M&I Water Supply Economics
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report 9 August 1997
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Level tmlyat~ by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)"
Existing               Alternative I �    Alternative 2 �          Alternative 3 ~

CALFED water supply costsd 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costsd 0 1.3 1.3 1.3 -3.2 0 -3.2 -1.4 -3.2 0 -3.9 -3.9 -3.9 -3.9

Total average costsd

i Droughtconservationcosts~ 5 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5,7 5.7 5.7

Drought make-up supply costse 0 15.4 15.4 15.4 8.4 15.4~ 8.4 11.9 8.4 13.2 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1

ITotal~ou~htcost~. 5 21.1 21.1 21.1 14.1 21.1 14.117.6 14.1 18.9 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8

~Waterquali~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 0.~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -I,~q 0,~ ~ ~

CCWD impacts ~e used for water cost ~d water quali~ ~alysis.

The lack of ~ ent~ does not me~ that the impact is less th~ signific~t.

Negative doll,s in average ye~ ~e cost savings from not needing available supplies.
~ Under the 2020 development condkion. Costs ~e additional costs to develop supplies or cost savings (-) from not needing available supplies.
a During a ye~ of average deliver.
~ During a ye~ of the critical period (1928-1934). Assumes supplies ~e allocated evenly over the period. Drought conse~ation costs include

net revenue loss, consumer su~lus loss ~d conse~ation progr~ costs.

~See text. ~g~fic~ce c~]c ~!~tc zn!y te ~;~z~.    "              " ...ef~!ta ~n~k: ~.~ ............. ~~~~h~

Table 4. Summary of Impact Analysis for Delta Region

CAd.FED Bay-Delta Program M&I Water Supply Economics
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impacts of relocating Delta intake structures~k" I worth $4.5 million, and the additional
include minor water quality improvements~" supplies in dry years are worth an additional
and cost effects. Preliminary DWRSIM .3’ ,$7.1 million relative to the cost of other
study results suggest using No Action ~ _~supplies.
Alternative deliveries for Alternative 1A as~ r
well.Th~i~e may be a small water supply ~: DWR has provided preliminary analysis of

TDS for Alternative 1C (DWR, 1997). The~re~~ from Alternative 1A, but it has not
~:b~en’:measured. So t’,~e-/e i~ no r;,easc,:;ed ~ salinity analysis does not consider
effect oii --~ate-i supply. Preliminary water

..~
differences in the amount of storage and in

quality results are also the same as those~,,,, the amount and timing of exports between
provided for the No Action condition, alternatives. Rather, only differences in

conveyance and intake configurations are
Alternative 1B would include South Delta~.- .modeled using DWR Run 472B hydrology.
modifications to allow export pumps to _~ The average of 12 monthly 1976 to 1991
operate at their physical capacity. -’.,k- average TDS levels is 294 parts per million
Preliminary DWRSIM study results suggest~ (ppm), not significantly different from the
using No Action Alternative deliveries for 300 ppm for the baseline cpndition.
Altemative 1B as well, so there is no ~ 1"O~ �"~/~’7 ~^ ~zlO
measured effect on water supply.
Preliminary water quality results are also the Alternative 2
same as those provided for the No Action

~ Alternative 2 would utilize a modifiedcondition.
system of through-Delta conveyance. Five

Storage ~ variations of this configuration are

Alternative 1C would build on Altema- that are made up of four

tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by conveyance and three storage options. All
adding new water storage facilities. Up to variations include the Cor;-,;,~oi-, Programs,
5 MAF of storage would be added, slightly modified to complement Alternative

, 2. locations for many actions are not
The amount and pattern of impacts from, N,. known, and names of locations are
Alternative 1C will depend on how the provided for example purposes only.
facilities are managed and operated, and
how costs are allocated. New storage Ecosystem Restoration Program
facilities may facilitate water transfers. The nature and pattern of impacts are as
Overall, Alternative 1C should have little described for Alternative 1.
effect on water supplies for most Delta M&I
providers because most providers do not Water Quality
receive CVP or SWP supplies. Conveyance The nature and pattern of impacts are as
and storage impacts on Delta M&I providers described for Alternative 1.
involve construction and displacement
effects, as well as water supply and water Water Use Efficiency
quality.

The nature and pattern of impacts are as
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and described for Alternative 1.
assumptions involving the allocation of
increased yield imply that CCWD would Levee System Integrity
gain about 9,200 AF in average years and The nature and pattern of impacts are as
11,700 AF in dry years. From the M&I water described for Alternative 1.
supply economic analysis, these gains would
provide for about 5 percent and 6.5 percent Conveyance
of demand in average and dry years,
respectively. The average year supplies are

CALFED Bay-Delta Program M&I Water Supply Economics
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report 22 August 1997
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Altemative 2A would include the South ¯
Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance improve-
ements as proposed for Alternative 1C. " ........:--- " "- "’ .....~ .... "
These measures would increase the .....’ ...........’ ....-’: .......-’ ~’-
diversion capacity of the existing export ^’ .......:--- " * ~ ......... ’ .................’-"--

ity -~---" ..........-"-’-’-pumps to full capac and provide
additional operational flexibility. No new
storage is included. Storage

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of
assumptions involving yield allocation imply surface storage and 1 MAF of groundwater
that CCWD would gain about 2,500 AF in storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary

average years and 1,300 AF in dry years. DWRSIM results and water supply benefits
From the M&I water supply economic are the same as those discussed for
analysis, these gains would provide for Altemative 1C. Preliminary water quality
about 1.4 percent and 0.7 percent of demand benefits are the same as those discussed for
in average and dry years, respectively, The Alternative 2A.
average year supplies are worth $1.3 million. Alternative 2D would use a screened intake
The additional supplies in dry years are in the Sacramento River and a new channel
worth little relative to the cost of other for conveyance. Habitat improvements
supplies because they are almost 50 percent might be used to provide conveyance and
(1,300/2,500) reliable, habitat, South Delta modifications might
DWR has provided preliminary analysis of provide new habitat and increase export
TDS for Alternative 2A. The salinity capacity, and CVP/SWP improvements
analysis does not consider differences in the would improve operating flexibility. Up to
amount of storage and in the amount and 2.0 MAF of storage south of the Delta would

timing of exports between alternatives, be provided.
Rather, only differences in conveyance and Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
intake configurations are modeled using yield allocation assumptions imply that
DWR Run 472B hydrology. The average of CCWD would gain about 5,300 AF in
12 monthly 1976 to 1991 average TDS average years and 6,100 AF in dry years.
levels is 166 ppm, almost half of the 300 From the M&I water supply economic
ppm for the baseline condition. Ha~-verT-, analysis, these gains would provide for

¯ .rc &ct’.’~n Cal~__nJ~ I~.vels in many ~ about 3.0 and 3.4 percent of demand in

_eeot~C-t~u,,~,�’;~---:--"" ......"~’__~ac~.,.’ ~ r- , . average and dry years, respectively. The
---~r ...."~’"~’/¢"~""~ average year supplies are worth $2.7 million.

~ -- ~ The additional supplies in dry are~/. years
~ at’ons worth an additional $3.5 million relative to

the cost of other supplies.

,̄ ........:_._ .,,-, ......,., .......:_, ~, .....:__,_._., DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
~’~,,,,~’~ ~-’~ ’~"~’*’~ v¯"~,’~ ,"~ ,~o,,,~, TDS for Altemative 2D. The salinity

,,,..,~,es to analysis does not consider differences in the
,.,,,,~¯ ,o ,..,,,,. ,..,,~, o~u ,,~ ¯ ,,,,.y vu,.v~,amount of storage and in the amount and
,¯,,..-~,..~,...,~ ~,o.,,~ v,o~,,~ ¯,~..,o., ,timing of exports between alternatives.
,~v~,,,~,,,~ on ,,ee,~ ,~,~ operating,~. ,~,,,,. Rather, only differences in conveyance and
~,~,,, ..-~,~..~ ~.~,..~.~ ~,,,~,,,~ o~ ,~,,,v~,. intake configurations are modeled using
,¯,~ ~ o~., ,~,,.,.,.~,,, ¯ ,~,~,,~,, ,.,o~,,,~DWR Run 472B hydrology. The average of
o~ ..,,~..¯.~. ~,, ,~,.,.,,.~..0~.,~ .,~ ,,~,. 12 monthly 1976 to 1991 average TDS

CA~F~D Bay-Delta Progr~ M&I Wate~ S~ppIx I~conomics
Draft Environmental Impacts Technical Report 23 August 1997

C--004556
(3-004556



sal" e " on w The nature and pattem of impacts are as

¯ described for Altemative 1.

/d~~r ~tt~ity~]i~/~ ~ff~rences Water Quality
s The nature and pattern of impacts are as

described for Alternative 1.

Water Use Efficiency
Alternative 2E might develop Tyler Island
aquatic habitat and the McCormack The nature and pattern of impacts are as
Williamson Tract for conveyance, described for Alternative 1.
Mokelumne River floodway and East Delta Levee System Integrity
habitat improvements on the South Fork
Mokelumne would provide conveyance and The nature and pattern of impacts are as
habitat, South Delta modifications would described for Alternative 1.
provide new habitat and increase export
capacity, and CVP/SWP improvements Conveyance
would improve operating flexibility. Up to Alternative 3A would modify Alternative
5.5 MAF of surface storage and 1 MAF of 2A by adding a 5,000-cubic-foot-per-second
groundwater storage would be provided. (cfs) isolated open facility, and Delta islands
Preliminary DWRSIM results and water would not be flooded and used for
supply benefits are the same as those conveyance as in AItemative 2A.
discussed for Alternative 1C.

Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and

~ ~in~wa~ .ufiijty ~lys~ of., yield allocation assumptions imply that

~.xl~~ i~~6~rt~ ~~k~.er .ff~Se°f

C CWDwouldgainabout2,500AF ine 7.
average years and 3,500 AF in dry years.

.~~ ~ ~,~s~i~.e"
e From the M&I water supply economic

analysis, these gains would provide for
e about 1.4 percent and 2.0 percent of demand

v levelliggene in average and dry years, respectively. The
)4icj~..l~dj~d ggin, g~_n,,g, average year supplies are worth $1.3 million.

~nf~ ~~,~tal~~s,~ni e~ "~ rices
The additional supplies in dry years are

~ worth an additional $2.3 million relative toI c                        1      . ..-, the cost of other supplies¯

Alternative 3

This configuration would utilize through-
Delta modifications and an isolated system Storage
for through-Delta conveyance for exported Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of
supplies. Combinations of seven potential surface water storage and 1 MAF of
conveyance configurations and two new groundwater storage to Alternative 3A.
storage configurations result in nine Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies and
variations. Precise locations for many yield allocation assumptions imply that
actions are not currently known, and names CCWD would gain about 10,800 AF in
of locations are provided for example average years and 17,600 AF in dry years.
purposes only. From the M&I water supply economic

Ecosystem Restoration Program        analysis, these gains would provide for

CALFED Bay-Delta Program M&I Water Supply Economics
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about 6.2 percent and 9.9 percent of demand Altemative 3H would modify Altemative 3B
in average and dry years, respectively. The by adding habitat on the present Tyler
average year supplies are worth $5.3 million. Island, changing the location of other
The additional supplies in dry years are habitat, and reducing in-Delta storage by 200
worth $11.4 million relative to the cost of TAF for a total of 5.5 MAF of storage. No
other supplies, additional effects on M&I water use and
,, .......,._._ ,,,., ......,_, ....., ...., ........ costs are expected in comparison to

-~,_ _ .,.,:.: ...., _=. ....... , ¯ o_. ..............._, Alternative 3I would modify Altemative 2C
costs are expected hi compadso~i to_.~ ~ by adding an additional isolated intake (the
Atlert’rati~. "~f~e{"~" ~k~ northern 15,000-cfsisolated Sacramento

River intake) and other new storage up to
Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs 6.5 MAF. No additional effects on M&I
isolated open conveyance facility of water use and costs are expected in
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility, comparison to Alternative 3B.
and the enlargement and barrier at the head
of the Old River would be removed. No
additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison to
Alternative 3B.

~T~. ~.o~ a t i ~’~

76 ;~.~tl T~f~t ~

Up tO U..J iVI./’~./" Oi ~LULO..~,,a VVUU.XId. Uka

wat~l ubc oalu ~Vbt~ OJ.~ k,A,.~CL, Lk, U
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)

Alternative I Alternative 2              Alternative 3

Economic Parameter Conditions Action la lb lc 2a 2b    2d 2e 3a 3b 3e 3h 3i
CALFED water supply costs 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs -14.0 -8.4 -8.4 -8.4 -15.0 -10.6 -15.0 -12.3 -15.0 -11.7 -16.1 -16.1 -16.1 -16.1

~
Total average costs
Drought conservation costs 42.6 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3
Drought make-up supply costs 0 176.6 176.6 176.6 156.9 177.1 156.9 166.9 156.9 173.1 143.5 143.5 143.5 143.5
Total droughtcosts 42.6 202.9 202.9202.9 183.2 203.4183.2 193.2 183.2 199.4 169.8 169.8 169.8 169.8
Waterqualit~.c,~l~,’t~d~ ~ ~) ~ -~.,I ~,-- ~...~" ..~,-~--./~-’/ [|o0 ~--t~"--

NOTE:Water conservation costs ,’l-~           Y

1/ ~~ ~’}1(                                                                 ,’~... ,         lq,

See notes from Table 4.

Table 5. Summary of Impact Analysis for the Bay Region (CCWD not included)
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Francisco Bay Area) are estimated to be intake configurations are modeled using
o,,,,,~, ~, ,.,,,,~,~, 135,000 to 150,000 AF. DWR Run 472B hydrology. Results, in

terms of average salinity of exports from
Levee System Integrity Clifton Court, are provided in Table 2.

¯ ,~..!~ ~i�� ...... in _�~llnitv betweenThe nature and pattern of impacts are as Zhe,~
described for Delta Region, Altemative 1. A-lternative 1
There is little potential impact except as ~.., p"*~""a! ...... :^ -~ ....
levee failure might affect Delta export
operations. ~Sgt~ "~

Conveyance Alternative 2
Because Alternative 1A would include no The general description of Alternative 2
additional storage or conveyance, no~.~:,,,~:: ~ ........ provided for the Delta Region is valid for
~tibstant!al water supply benefits are the Bay Region as well.
expected. Alternative 1B would include
South Delta modifications to allow export Ecosystem Restoration Program
pumps to operate at their physical capacity.
For Alternatives 1A and 1B, preliminary The nature and pattern of impacts are as
DWRSIM results suggest there will be no described for Alternative 1.
SubStantial change in water supply and Water Quality
water supply economics, and preliminary
water quality analysis is the same as for the The nature and pattern of impacts are as
No Action condition, described for Alternative 1.

Storage Water Use Efficiency

Alternative 1C would build on Altema- The nature and pattern of impacts are as
tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by described for Alternative 1.
adding new water storage facilities. Up to Levee System Integrity
5 MAF of storage would be added.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies The nature and pattern of impacts are as
and yield allocation assumptions imply that described for Alternative 1.
the Bay Region would gain about 21,000
AF in average years and 26,900 AF in dry Conveyance
years. From the M&I water supply Alternative 2A would include the South
economic analysis, these gains would Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance
provide for about 2.4 percent and 2.8 improvements as proposed for Alterna-
percent of demand in average and dry years, rive 1C. Preliminary DWRSIM modeling
respectively. The average year supplies are studies and yield allocation assumptions
worth $6.6 million annually in comparison imply that the Bay Region would gain
to the costs of other supplies, and the about 6,800 AF in average years and 3,000
additional supplies in dry years are worth AF in dry years. From the M&I water
an additional $19.8 million annually supply economic analysis, these gains
relative to the cost of other supplies, would provide for about 0.8 percent of
DWR has provided preliminary analysis of demand in average and 0.3 percent in dry
TDS for Alternative 1C. The salinity years. The average year supplies are worth
analysis does not consider differences in the $2.2 million annually, but the additional
amount of storage and in the amount and CALFED supplies in dry years are worth
timing of exports between alternatives, little ($0.5 million) relative to the supplies
Rather, only differences in conveyance and they replace.
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DWR has provided preliminary analysis of Region would gain about 12,100 AF in
TDS for Alternative 2A. The salinity average years and 13,900 AF in dry years.
analysis does not consider differences in the From the M&I water supply economic
amount of storage and in the amount and analysis, these gains would provide for
timing of exports between alternatives, about 1.4 percent of demand in average and
Rather, only differences in conveyance and      dry years. The average year supplies areintake configurations are modeled using’- .~., ~ worth $3.9 million annually, and the

DWR Run 472B hydrology. .,o?rl::i~J~t~a,~] additional supplies in dry years are worth
es~n             an additional $9.7 million relative to the

Results, in terms of averag     ity of
exports from Clifton Court,~’e summarized     cost of other supplies. Preliminary waterquality analysis of water exported from
in Table 2. There is ~t difference Clifton Court is summarized in Table 2.
in the TDS of exports between Altema-
tive 2A and No Action. However, -°’:-;+:~°

,,,.~,,,,~,.;,..tl,,_.........__j un!m~ Altemative 2E would develop new
~t~.~e~, *~ .....

¯ ,.,, ¯ ,,. .,~,.,,.~. vc/.~ m~t~-t providCa conveyance, and up to 5.5 MAF of surface
............... a ~-= .....caxo -~ storage and 1 MAF of groundwater storage

eeanamir~m~re;’eme.".t. _ne.".efite ".v~H would be provided. Preliminary DWRSIM
kLv_olve--..ne.~thmlo~____, ,.,~o,,.,,=,,÷___.__. ~,o.~.~o~, ~-,°"a _results and water supply benefits are the

’ v .........~, ......~,.~ ~,~, .... uc,.,.-., same as those discussed for Alternative 1C.
d~ Preliminary water quality analysis of water
^, ............_ ,,o ......,., ..........,_ ,, ..... ..__,_,_~ exported from Clifton Court is summarized
~,.,~.w ~-,_. ~,~,~,.~, v’~’~’~ -"~ ,~o.,~, in Table 2.~.-w~,or ....+ .....,~,. .,,~’- ...............~,~.c ,~ ~,,os,~’- -
ouu,~, oc~ta coiivcyaiic~ c__:,...: ....

IJL~IIIlJ~, O, llkl. O, ~1110,11 O.,IIIULtlIL UI

~,~,~o,~ ,, ...._,_,: ......._,:__ ,._.. ~, ....... Alternative 3
~,w ,.,.. ~ ~,~ ~,,~ .~ ~,,~,~ ,~,, The general description of Alternative 3
~,~,,,,~,w ,~, ~,,~,~,,,,,., ~,.,,.~,.,,,. provided for the Delta Region is valid for¯ "- "’ .... -’: .......-’ for the Bay Region as well.

a~caiktb~. Ecosystem Restoration Program

The nature and pattern of impacts are asStorage
described for Alternative I.

Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of
surface storage and I MAF of groundwater Water Quality
storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary The nature and pattem of impacts are as
DWRSIM results and water supply benefits described for Alternative I.
are the same as those discussed for
Alternative 1C. Preliminary water quality Water Use Efficiency
benefits are the same as those discussed for

The nature and pattern of impacts are asAlltemative 2A.
described for Alternative I.

Alternative 2D would use a screened intake
at Hood to divert water from the Levee System Integrity
Sacramento River, a new channel for The nature and pattern of impacts are as
conveyance, and about 2 MAF of new described for Alternative I.
storage south of the Delta. Preliminary
DWRSIM modeling studies and yield Conveyance
allocation assumptions imply that the Bay
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Alternative 3A would modify Altema- additional effects on M&I water use and
tive 2A by adding a 5,000-cfs isolated open costs are expected in comparison to
facility, and Delta islands would not be Alternative 3B. Preliminary water quality
flooded and used for conveyance as in analysis of water exported from Clifton
Alternative 2A. Preliminary DWRSIM Court is summarized in Table 2. The
modeling studies and yield allocation concentration of TDS in water exported
assumptions imply that the Bay Region from Clifton Court would be reduced by
would gain about 10,200 AF in average over one-half relative to the No Action
years and 7,900 AF in dry years. From the Alternative. ~’,~o bcncfL° have been _
M&I water supply economic analysis, these qt:~,,*;~=’~.__ ;"      ...~.,~" .......~,.l,,,~, but .t.;,,.~ ;..._

¯_ ......... o:__:e. ...., .....~" �~" thegains would provide for about 1 percent of
demand in average and dry years. The ]~_y _~ea
average year supplies are worth $3.3

-^million annually, and the additional ,,~,,~,~ ~,,~,~, ~,~,~ue c~,~-~,~,~a
supplies in    dry years are worth an
additional $3 5 million relative to the cost
of other su     es.
/t 1,~ ...... ±-’_._ ~g"~ ...... 1-1 ..... 1--- ~.1 ........

Storage Deep °’-= ’-" ....... ’ " .........’-’- -""--

Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of l¥11J~l -,¥atai us~ and costs aie ~r’~,-t~u 111
surface water storage and 1 MAF of coiiipaiisoii ~o ~,~,.auw .~.
groundwater storage to Alternative 3A.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies Alternative 3H would modify Alterna-
and yield allocation assumptions imply that tive 3B by changing the amount and
the Bay Region would gain about 24,900 location of habitat and reducing in-Delta
AF in average years and 40,300 AF in dry storage by 200 TAF, for a total of 5.5 MAF
years. From the M&I water supply of storage. No additional effects on M&I
economic analysis, these gains would water use and costs are expected in
provide for about 2.9 percent and 4.2 comparison to Alternative 3B.
percent of demand in average and dry years,

Alternative 3I would modify Alternative 2Crespectively. The average year supplies are
worth $7.7 million annually, and the by adding an additional isolated intake and

additional supplies in dry years are worth other new storage up to 6.5 MAF. No

an additional $33.1 million relative to the additional effects on M&I water use and
costs are expected in comparison tocost of other supplies.
Alternative 3B.

"’ ........:--"" ...... .....’ ....’ ........._t. "’--
pip~. No --’ ~-’"" ....’ -~" ....... ’ " °-" ........ gi,~’~’.,~’~’.,~ ~’.’~ ’-’" "~"’~ ~"~’ 5.2.3 Sacramento River Re on

The impact analysis for the Sacramento
River region is summarized in Table 6.

Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs
isolated open conveyance facility of Alternative 1
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility, The general description of Alternative 1
and the enlargement and barrier at the head and the features of the each sub-alternative
of the Old River would be removed. No
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)
Alternative I Alternative 2 Alternative 3

Existing No la I lb I lc 2a 2b 2d 2e 3a 3b 3e [ 3h 3i

Economic Parameter Conditions Action I I I
CALFED water supply costs 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs 0 -1.7 -1.7 -1.7 -3.4 -2.2 -3.4 -2.6 -3.4 -2.5 -3.7 -3.7 -3.7 -3.7
Total average costs
Drought conservation costs 0 7.0 7.0 7.0 6.6 7.0 6.6 6.8 6.6 7.0 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.4
Drou~htmake-up supply costs 8.5 2.1 2.1 2.1 1.4 2.1 1.4 1.7 1.4 1.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Total drought costs 8.5 9.1 9.1 9.1 8.0 9.1 8.0 8.5 8.0 8.9 7.4 7.4 7.4 7.4
Water quality,~ ~:) O ~)

-~)~,,~
Water conservatio~ costs

See notes from Table 4.

Table 7. Summary of Impact Analysis for the San Joaquin River Region
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levels and goals. Potential real water ~w_able_? --~,-~-* ÷r,~. ..........,~,,to," q,~liw ehang,~ ..          _
savings from M&I uses due to CALFED
Water Use Efficiency Actions for UR-2
(the E~tside S~ Joaquin ~ver) ~d UR-3
(~e Tulle L~e Region) ~e estimated to Alternative 2
be 40,000 to 50,000 AF ~ually.

~e general description of Alternative 2
Levee System Integri~ provided for the Delta Region is valid for

the S~ Joaquin ~ver Region as well.~e nat~e ~d pa~em of impacts ~e ~
described for Delta Region, Alternative 1. Ecosystem Restoration Program
~ere is little potential impact, except as
levee faille might affect Delta expo~ The nacre ~d pattern of impacts ~e
operations, described for Alternative 1.

Conveyance Water Quali~

Because Alternative 1A would include no The na~e ~d pa~em of impacts ~e as
a~dditi0nal storage or convey~ce, no described for Alternative 1.
subs~tial water supply benefits ~e Water Use Efficiencyexpected. Alternative 1B would include
South Delta modifications to allow expoa The nat~e ~d pa~em of impacts ~e
p~ps to operate at their physical capaci~, described for Altemative 1.
For Alternatives 1A ~d 1 B, prelimin~
D~SIM results suggest that there will be Levee System Integri~
no ~bSt~tiai ch~ge in water suppl~ The nat~e ~d pa~em of impacts ~e as

.............. -~" ~’-’- -~ described for Alternative 1.

~t "~u,~,~ ..........m ~e        ..~’" s~snific~ change in Conveyance
-watci- ~llty. -

Alternative 2A would include ~e South
Storage Delta ~d CVP/S~ convey~ce improve-

ments ~ proposed for Alternative 1C.
Alternative 1C would build on Altema- Prelimina~ D~SIM modeling studies
tive 1B by enl~ging Delta chapels ~d by ~d yield allocation ass~ptions imply that
adding new water storage facilities. Up to the S~ Joaquin River Region would gain
5 MAF of storage would be added. Prelim- about 3,000 AF in average ye~s ~d
ina~ D~SIM modeling studies ~d yield 1,400 AF in d~ ye~s. From the M&I water
~location ass~ptions imply that ~e S~ supply economic ~alysis, these gains
Joaquin ~ver Region would gain about would provide for less th~ 0.5 percent of
9,400 AF in average ye~s ~d 12,100 AF dem~d in average ~d d~ ye~s. The
in d~ ye~s. From the M&I water supply average ye~ supplies are wo~h $0.6
economic ~alysis, these gains would million in comp~ison to ~e cost of other
provide for about 1.3 percent ofdem~d in supplies, but the additional supplies in d~
average ye~s, ~d 1.7 percent of dem~d in ye~s have li~le additional value because
d~ ye~s. The average ye~ supplies ~e the d~-ye~ yield of the supplies replaced is
woah $1.7 million in comparison to the about the s~e as the new CALFED
costs of other supplies, ~d the additional supplies.
supplies in d~ ye~s ~e wo~h ~ ~ ~,--
additional $1.0 million ~ually relative to
the cost of other supplies. Prefimina~ i~’~n~@~

ly lt~water quality ~a sis resu epo~ed

C~FED Bay-Delta Progr~ M&I Water Supply Economics
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L~ ~.~LL~LLULL K~UU~L ~L~

.............. ,~ ,__ ~ ...., .... ~ -_~,~__= ...... Alternative 3
~ w ~ .~..~ ~.u~ ~ ~.~.~.ve The general description of Alternative 3
~ .....’-- " .... for gi~ ~ ~.~ s~iie ~ ~.~ provided for the Delta Re on is valid for
~"’~"~ ~, ~"~’~’~’~, ~"~"~ the Bay Region as well.

~ Ecosystem Restoration Program

Storage The nacre ~d pa~em of impacts ~e as
described for Alternative 1.

Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 ~ of
surface storage ~d 1 MAF of gro~dwater Water Quali~
storage to Alternative 2A. Prelimin~ The nature ~d pa~em of impacts ~e asD~SIM results ~d water supply benefits described for Alternative 1.~e ~e s~e ~ those discussed for
Alternative 1C. ~--’-’-:- ~� ....~-    "~ ....~ ...........q,,~l~ Water Use Efficiency

~, A.,~.a.:v~ .~. The nature ~d pa~em of impacts ~e as
described for Alternative 1.

Alternative 2D would use a screened int~e
at Hood to dive~ water from the S~ Levee System Integri~
Joaquin ~ver, a new ch~el for ~e na~e ~d pa~em of impacts ~e as
convey~ce, ~d about 2 MAF of new described for Alternative 1.
storage south of the Delta. Prelimin~
D~SIM modeling studies ~d yield Conveyance
allocation a~smptions imply that the S~
Joaquin ~ver Region would gain about Altemative 3A would modi~
5,400 AF in average ye~s ~d 6,300 AF in Alternative 2A by adding a 5,000-cfs

dw ye~s. These gains would provide for isolated open facili~, ~d Delta isl~ds
would not be flooded ~d used forabout 0.8 percent of demand in average

ye~s, ~d 0.9 percent of dem~d in @ convey~ce as in Alternative 2A.
Prelimin~ D~SIM modeling studiesye~s. The average ye~ supplies ~e wo~h

$1.0 million in comparison to the cost of ~d yield allocation ~s~ptions imply that

other supplies. These supplies would have the S~ Joaquin ~ver Region would gain

more value if they c~ be m~aged to meet about 4,600 ~ in average ye~s ~d 3,600

dem~ds in du ye~s. The additional AF in d~ ye~s. From ~e M&I water

supplies in d~ ye~s ~e wo~h ~ supply economic ~ysis, these gains
would provide for about 0.5 percent ofaddition~ $0.5 million ~ually relative to dem~d in average ye~s, ~d 0.7 percent in

the cost of other supplies. ~a!yziz zf
~ cc~ii--:~ : " ’~e ~ bh~;~4.~

d~ ye~s. ~e average ye~ supplies ~e
~o ~-., ~ ~ ~+ .... :---~ wo~h $0.8 million in comp~ison to the

..... J ....~ ............"~ cost of other supplies. ~e additional
Alternative 2E would develop new supplies in dw years m’e wo~h
convey~ce, ~d up to 5.5 MAF of s~face additional $0.2 million ~ually relative to
storage ~d 1 MAF of gro~dwater storage the cost of other supplies.
would be provided. Prelimina~ D~SIM
results ~d water supply benefits ~e the
s~e as those discussed for Altema-

_~oncm~ :- the ~~sb~,~ �~ +~ ~,y
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Storage location of habitat and reducing in-Delta
storage by 200 TAF, for a total of 5.5 MAF

Altemative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of of storage. No additional effects on M&I
surface water storage and 1 MAF of water use and costs are expected in
groundwater storage to Alternative 3A. comparison to Altemative 3B.
Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that Alternative 3I would modify Alternative 2C
the San Joaquin River Region would gain by adding an additional isolated intake and
about 11,200 AF in average years and other new storage up to 6.5 MAF. No
18,100 AF in dry years. From the M&I additional effects on M&I water use and
water supply economic analysis, these gains costs are expected in comparison to
would provide for about 1.6 and 3.8 percent Alternative 3B.
of demands in average and dry years,
respectively. The average year supplies are
worth $2.0 million, and the additional 5.2.5 Other SWP Service Areas
supplies in dry years are worth an
additional $1.8 million annually relative to Table 8 provides a summary of the impact
the cost of other supplies, analysis for the Other SW-P Service Areas.

A, ........:--- ",,-’ ......,-’ .....’ ....’ ........ Alternative 1

__:.__ ~,,_ _.,.,:,~. .... , _~-~. ....... ,,o_, ........ e enera escr    on o      erna ve
t,,t,~. ~-’,,-, ~.,~,,.,,.,,,o., ,.....~,,,.~ ,.,. ,.,,,~, ,,,,,,.~, and the features of the each sub-alternative
~,~ ,~u ,.,~ ~ ~t,~,,,~,, -, ’-""’eo~’o’~" ," provided for the Delta Region is valid for
~ the Other SWP Service Areas as well.
Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs Ecosystem Restoration Program
isolated open conveyance facility of
Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility, The nature and pattern of impacts are as
and the enlargement and barrier at the head described for the Delta Region, Alterna-
of the Old River would be removed. No tive 1. Any water quality improvements or
additional effects on M&I water use and other benefits would affect the Other SWP
costs are expected in comparison to Service Areas through Delta exports only.
Alternative an ^,.-~-.~:~ ^r, ...........,-.~-.~, ........~ ..........-i=:-:=~’ Costs and cost shares are currently

~, fo            unkn own.
~t~,ati’w 3E. -                          Water Quality

: ..1 .......

.............. , ....~__ _,__:._ _,-,_, ............ There is no water quality program targeted
,,,_ ..~.~..... ....~ .,-,- ......., ,o_, ...............-, to this re on because the re on’s
J.~IU ~.kl.Ull, lUllal ~,lIIwtwl,~) UII IVli.K,I YYaL~.,l LiD~
.................. ~, .. .............. ...... watersheds do not drain to the Bay or Delta.
~, ............_ ~ ~ ........., ................. However, water qua m rovements n
, ........_._,_. ,_ _.. .........., the Delta would affect the Other SWP,u~ ,’-s,,~ ~,,~ ,-’~,~.

Service Areas through SWP exports. Costs
~’ ......."-’-’- "" ......’-’ ’ ......’-- ~ ""’~ -"- tly~,~.,,~,w ...., ~,,,,~ ,~,,~,~ ~,,~ -,,~,,,,,-,.,~ and cost shares are currenunknown.

Alternative 3H would modify Alterna-
rive 3B by changing the amount and
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Level by Alternative (millions of dollars per year)

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3
Existing    No

Economic Parameter Conditions Action la lb lc 2a 2b 2d 2e 3a 3b 3e 3h 3i
CALFED water supply costs 0 0 No costs available
Other water supply costs -91 601 601 601 466 556 466 521 466 534 442 442 442 442
Total average costs
Drought conservation costs 63 310 310 310 310 310 310 310 310 310 310 310 310 310
Drought make-up supply 0 685 685 685 535 680 535 608 535 650 451 451 451 451
costs
Total drought costs 63 995 995 995 845 990 845 918845 960 761 761 761 761
Water qualiW.~i¢~l~�~(’~ d) ~ /~) ~ ~ ~" 4~ l~#t),~a~lI’~,~ ~
Water conservation costs

~"/"’/’[]’"~ / [ ~k ~[     i~,,

See notes from Table 4. | 07, I

Table 8. Summary of Impact Analysis for Other SWP Service Areas
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Water Use Efficiency Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies
and yield allocation assumptions imply that

The nature and pattem of impacts are as the Other SWP Service Areas would gain
described for the Delta Region, Altema- about 138,100 AF in average years and
rive 1. Because the Other SWP Service 176,700 AF in dry years. These gains
Areas generally has a higher than average would provide for about 2.4 percent of
existing level of conservation, additional demand in average years and 4.5 percent of
costs of conservation per unit of water demand in dry years. The average yearsaved may be higher than average, supplies are worth $135.4 million in
CALFED Water Use Efficiency Input comparison to the cost of other supplies.
Report 5-~l-describes preliminary water These supplies would have even more
conservation baseline levels and goals, value if they can be managed to meet
Potential real water savings from M&I uses demands in dry years. The additional
due to CALFED Water Use Efficiency supplies in dry years are worth an
Actions for UR-5 (the Central Coast), UR-6 additional $150.6 million annually relative
(Southern California), and UR-7 (the to the cost of other supplies. These supply
Colorado River Region) are estimated to be values would be less if water transfers from
,_,,,,~,~, ~,, o,,,,,,,~, 525,000 to 575,000 AF the Central Valley were allowed as a supply
annually, option.

Levee System Integrity DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
The nature and pattem of impacts are as TDS of export water for Altemative 1C.
described for Delta Region, Altemative 1. The salinity analysis does not consider
There is little potential impact, except as differences in the amount of storage and in
levee failure might affect Delta export the amount and timing of exports between
operations. The economic cost of Delta altematives. Rather, only differences in
export disruptions is inversely related to the conveyance and intake configurations are
amount of south-of-Delta storage, but this modeled using DWR Run 472B hydrology.
effect is judged too small to warrant a Results, in terms of average salinity of
comparison across altematives, exports from Clifton Court, are summarized

in Table 2. Tt, cr~ :~., 1--,,.,.,~.,. differen~
Conveyance TD£ -~" ............. ’ ........:-.~ 1 ~ ..,~.

~uon, but’ the increase in deiiwxlc~Because Alternative 1A would include no
additional storage or conveyance, no water ....:"~’~" ’~ .............
S’~b~antial supply benefits are expected, q~di~i WaLerS .-,,in othc~ ~,~,,_ce_s.
Alternative 1B would include South Delta -Eco**~,,,- y~,~ ,s

modifications to allow export pumps to
~’~’-~operate at their physical capacity. For ~’ [

Alternatives 1A and 1 B, preliminary Alternative 2
DWRSIM results suggest that there will be The general description of Altemative 2
no Substantial change in water supply and provided for the Delta Region is valid for
water supply economics. Preliminary water the Other SWP Service Areas as well.
quality results also suggest no difference
from No Action conditions. Ecosystem Restoration Program

Storage The nature and pattern of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1.

Alternative 1C would build on Alterna-
tive 1B by enlarging Delta channels and by Water Quality
adding new water storage facilities. Up to
5 MAF of storage would be added. The nature and pattern of impacts are as

described for Alternative 1.
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Water Use Efficiency -" .........

The nature and pattem of impacts are as
described for Alternative 1. Storage

Levee System Integrity Alternative 2B would add up to 5.5 MAF of
surface storage and 1 MAF of groundwater

The nature and pattern of impacts are as storage to Alternative 2A. Preliminary
described for Alternative 1. DWRSIM results and water supply benefits

Conveyance are the same as those discussed for Alterna-
tive 1C.

Alternative 2A would include the South ......r~ .......,,.l~,uL’:"- " ~d,a~"    ’ -’--,~:" "
Delta and CVP/SWP conveyance ~at A!temat!ve-2~-w!!!--_,’~_s-At+,,_
improvements as proposed for Altema- .o~,,~ ,~,.,~,,,~,..;,,_~.~..,~_~_,u
tive 1C. Preliminary DWRSIM modeling wa~"
studies and yield allocation assumptions
imply that the Other SWP Service Areas Alternative 2D would use a screened intake
would gain about 44,600 AF in average at Hood to divert water from the Other
years and 19,800 AF in dry years. These SWP Service Areas, a new channel for
gains would provide for about 0.8 percent conveyance, and about 2 MAF of new
of demand in average years, and 0.3 percent storage south of the Delta. Preliminary
in dry years. The average year supplies are DWRSIM modeling studies and yield
worth $45.3 million in comparison to the allocation assumptions imply that the Other
cost of other supplies. These supplies SWP Service Areas would gain about
would have more value if they can be 79,300 AF in average years and 91,700 AF
managed to meet demands in dry years. The in dry years. From the M&I water supply
additional supplies in dry years have little economic analysis, these gains would
additional value ($5.4 million) because the provide for about 1.4 percent of demand in
dry-year yield of the supplies replaced is average years and 1.5 percent of demand in
about the same as the new CALFED dry years. The average year supplies are
supplies, worth $79.5 million, and the additional

supplies in dry years are worth an
DWR has provided preliminary analysis of additional $77.3 million annually relative to
TDS of exports for Alternative 2A. Results, the cost of other supplies.
in terms of average salinity of exports from
Clifton Court, are summarized in Table 2. DWR has provided preliminary analysis of

~.Tl~,:rc iz a .°!2-;~e~nt d;fferen.cc in t~c TDS , TDS of exports for Alternative 2D. Results,
of-c.,.r,o, t~ .......~,~,,~,..t, ~..t~,.~.t~,~,~~ u ......" ....~ ,~,,., No-. in terms of average salinity of exports from
^,: ....-, ,,-- ¯ ¯ , ," -" Clifton Court, are summarized in Table 2.

.~Igy waters from oth~ ~uu,-,;es. a~’o~,~po~_~ ~et’:,’ccr. Altcmati:’c 29 o~,~ No
tinn,        "

,’.._esu!t~_ in increased d!!ut!en ef lower-

Vumv~,...............aiid a ~ma." aiiiounto.- =:--,._,_,,.,,~,-, -,.- Alternative 2E would develop new
.............. ,-, ,-- -, ...., .... -, ~,---,-’-: ...... conveyance, and up to 5.5 MAF of surface
~,,,~o,~ ¯ .... ~-,: .......-,:-- ~’---,, ....... storage and I MAF of groundwater storage
..._._ ,~o ....., ..........., .... =_.. would be provided Preliminary DWRSIM
~, ........-’-.- -, ~. -, .....," .............-’- results and water supply benefits are the

same as those discussed for Alternative 1C.
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DWR has provided preliminary analysis of 1.2 percent of demand in average years, and
TDS of exports for Alternative 2E. Results, 0.9 percent in dry years. The average year
in terms of average salinity of exports from supplies are worth $67.4 million, and the
Clifton Court, are summarized in Table 2. additional supplies in dry years are worth
;T-hcrc i~ a o,e,-,~,,, : " an additional $35.3 million annually
¯ of =:p6~s bct-,;cc~,-A!tcma~ relative to the cost of other supplies.

9 _e_r .~nurces. p~p ¯

................... ~, ......... Storage
Alternative 3B would add 5.7 MAF of

~,-~
surface water storage, and 1 MAF of

,~’~’~ ~ i’~-- groundwater storage to Altemative 3A.
Alternative 3 Preliminary DWRSIM modeling studies

and yield allocation assumptions imply that
The general description of Alternative 3 the Other SWP Service Areas Region
provided for the Delta Region is valid for would gain about 163,600 AF in average
the Bay Region as well. years and 265,200 AF in dry years. These

gains would provide for about 2.8 percent
Ecosystem Restoration of demand in average years, and 4.4 percent

Program in dry years. The Other SWP Service Areas
The nature and pattern of impacts are as Region in the 2020 average condition
described for Alternative 1. would require new water to meet demands,

so the average year supplies are worth
Water Quality $158.8 million, and the additional supplies

in dry years are worth an additional $234.6The nature and pattern of impacts are as million annually relative to the cost of otherdescribed for Altemative 1. supplies.
Water Use Efficiency ~, .......:_._ ~,-, ......, ~ ......, ...., ........

The nature and pattern of impacts are as ~.~,,.~y of " ......."" - ~ --:"- -’---~
described for Alternative 1 --:-- "~- - -’ -’:’: .... ’ -~" ....... ~ "°-" .......

Levee System Integrity

The nature and pattern of impacts are as Alternative 3E would replace the 5,000-cfs
described for Alternative 1. isolated open conveyance facility of

Conveyance Alternative 3B with a 15,000-cfs facility,
and the enlargement and barrier at the head

Alternative 3A would modify Alterna- of the Old River are removed. No addi-
tive 2A by adding a 5,000-cfs isolated open tional effects on M&I water use and costs
facility, and Delta islands would not be are expected in comparison to Altema-
flooded and used for conveyance as in tive 3B.
Alternative 2A. Preliminary DWRSIM
modeling studies and yield allocation DWR has provided preliminary analysis of
assumptions imply that the Other SWP TDS of exports for Alternative 3E. Results,
Service Areas would gain about 66,900 AF in terms of average salinity of exports from
in average years and 52,100 AF in dry Clifton Court, were summarized in Table 2.
years, These gains would provide for about ]:here-~. o.~,.,,,,.~,~ ............--._ .....--:- -
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o�,~,,,,~,.~:- . .:: ......;.,~ -. ~ .__: -_.r by region in Tables 9 through 16. All of
A~ the increase m d__eiive_r~’ the analysis on which these tables are based
resu!:!:~-~_ ,_ncrea:ed di!ut’_’cn ,,� ~ is preliminary and subject to change.

-qttattty waters trom omer sources.
Ec, or~,dc analysis ix ,%,d,~ven B~6-~i~d~t~0ri~ [~~ght water
X~KI~3L" ,t tb~ ......... ....~,,:;oa .~, ....~’ ;° ~hol" ved that sgpP!y costs, Alternatives lC 2B, 2E, and

~_,-ogion from water ~U~e on ~ater~)for all regions.
l;kuaE.3’ :mTrovcment. -- CCWD zs ent~r~l~ dependent on Delta

exp6~_ .w_ a~e~6r !ts ~gpRl~e_s,_so
,-.,~.,anv,..,~. ~,~,~,~ r’,~,,*~’~ ’~,~’~-~’~,~,~ Alternatives 2D and 3A are also significant............. 1 .... 1.-.%- -~ ~-~.-- ...........

~,,_ __,.,..._. ...., _=._ . ,,o_. . inthe Delta region.
aiid ................................................
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water

Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs" Costs

Existing ConditionsNone Many sunk costs, Conveyance Increasing.
some excess capacity limits
capacity, ability to move

water when quality
is better.

No Action None Increased demand Less excess Conservation may help
Alternative may require more capacity in 2020 relieve capacity

capacity, increasingmeans less ability toconstraints.
costs, move water when

quality is better.

Alternative 1 Unknown No substantial ~ Without supply
changes to convey- ~ increase, no interaction
ance and no quanti-o, laa~i~,, /,,~ between conveyance
fiable effect on
supplies. ~:~’

and conservation.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to 8~ Without supply
conveyance have    "~ increase, no interaction
littlequantifiable between conveyance
effect on water ~s, and conservation.
supplies.

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility S~ Without significant
increases water w~ supply increase, no
supply, but effect imprc:,..~rr..~t~ net- interaction between
not considered -li~- conveyance and
significant, t~w-5"~Ttrdmrs-a~ conservation.

Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of
interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing.

Table 10. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on M&I Water Costs for the Delta
Region--Water Conveyance

C~FED Bay-Delta Progr~ M&I Water Supply Economics
Dr~ Environmental lmpac~ Technics Repoa ~7 August 1997
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water

Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Cost� Costs

Existing ConditionsNone Many sunk costs, Conveyance Increasing.
some excess capacity limits
capacity, ability to move

water when quality
is better.

No Action None Increased demand Less excess Additional
Alternative may strain capacity in 2020 conservation may

conveyance means less ability toreduce capacity
capacity into the move water when pressures.
region, quality is better.

Altemative 1 Unknown No substantial xr ..............~.~ .~ ............ Without supply
changes to ~r increase, no interaction

quantifiableconveyance and no ~ ~ between conveyance--effect ¢’.~ and conservation.
on supplies.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to ~ Without supply
conveyance have ~ increase, no interaction
little quantifiable -sc,~;,;c -;,’:ter q;M~U__between conveyance
effect on water ~ and conservation.
supplies. ~4~m~A’h~’rm~-

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility ~Without significant
increases water ~ supply increase, no
supply, but effect i~p~,~,,~:,i;c~to interaction between
not considered ~ conveyance and
significant. ~,~ 3_~, ethe_"_~ ~_re    conservation.

Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of
interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing.

Table 12. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on.M&I Water Costs for the Bay
Region--Water Conveyance,/’~., ] ~!"i’Jq ~’}~ ~ l...~       /",’1~~~ ~      ’~

C~FEB Bay-Delta Progr~ M&I Water Supply Economics
Dra~ Environmental Impacts Technical Repoa ~9 August 1997
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water

Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs= Costs

Existing None Many sunk costs, Conveyance capacityIncreasing.
Conditions some excess capacity,limits ability to move

water when quality is
better.

No Action None Increased demand Less excess capacity Little interaction between
Alternative increases peak in 2020 means less conservation and

deliveries, ability to move water conveyance.
when quality is
better.

Altemative 1 Unknown No substantial q ............~��~"~ Without supply increase,
changes to ~. no interaction between
conveyance and no ~ �.., ~,.              /~ conveyance and
quantifiable effect on ~ conservation.
supplies.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to ~ Without supply increase,
conveyance have -i~ no interaction between
little quantifiable "source Water quality conveyance and
effect on water : .............,-ffecL conservation.
supplies.

Altemative 3 Unknown Isolated facility ~.~....~,,.�" ..........~v...~ Without significant
increases water ~ supply increase, no
supply, but effect not~ely interaction between
considered a’~ conveyance and
significant.

~

conservation.

Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of
interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing.

Table 16. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on M&I Water Costs for the San Joaquin
River Region--Water Conveyance

C~FED Bay-Delta Progr~ M&I Water Supply Economics
Dr~ Environmental Impac~ Technical Repoa 53 August 1997
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CALFED
Water Other Water Water Water

Conveyance Supply Quality Conservation
Alternative Costs Costs Costs" Costs

Existing ConditionsNone Many sunk costs, Conveyance Increasing, assume
some excess capacity limits Level 1.
capacity, ability to move

water when quality
is better.

No Action None Less excess Less excess Little interaction
Alternative capacity, especiallycapacity in 2020 between conservation

from Colorado means less ability toand conveyance.
River system, move water when

quality is better.

Alternative 1 Unknown No substantial _xr .......:~.-~-,_...~ ...........e Without supply
changes to con- ~ increase, no interaction
veyance and no q~.. ~ ,.~.~ between conveyance

onqUantifiablesupplies, effect I’F’~         ~
and conservation.

Alternative 2 Unknown Changes to convey-~ Without supply
ance have little imp,-,~,,~ment in increase, no interaction
quantifiable effect s~a~’~ between conveyance
on water supplies.

~-,~
and conservation.

Alternative 3 Unknown Isolated facility L~" " Without significant
increases water ~ supply increase, no
supply, but effect ~ interaction between
not considered ~ conveyance and
significant. ~ve~_.E, e~2’_er_~ ~e, -. conservation.

Water quality analysis considered effects of different intake and conveyance configurations without analysis of
interactions with storage or export amounts, or timing.

Table 18. Generalized Impacts of Alternatives on M&I Water Costs for Other SWP
Service Areas--Water Conveyance
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